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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
 
STATE OF IDAHO,   ) 
     ) NO. 43149 
 Plaintiff-Respondent, )  
     ) TWIN FALLS COUNTY NO. CR 2014-6277 
v.     ) 
     ) 
RANDY SLAYMAKER,  ) APPELLANT'S BRIEF 
     ) 
 Defendant-Appellant. ) 
___________________________) 
 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
 
Nature of the Case 
 
 Thirty-four-year-old Randy Slaymaker pled guilty to one count of grand theft by 
deception and five counts of issuing a check with insufficient funds. The district court 
sentenced him to fourteen years imprisonment, with four years fixed, for the grand theft 
and three years imprisonment, with zero years fixed, for each count of issuing a check 
with insufficient funds. Mr. Slaymaker now appeals from his judgment of conviction and 
contends his sentence is excessive. 
 
Statement of the Facts & Course of Proceedings 
 On June 11, 2014, the State filed an Indictment charging Mr. Slaymaker with 
seven counts of grand theft by deception, a felony, in violation of Idaho Code §§ 
2 
18-2403(2)(a), -2407(1)(b), three counts of issuing a check without funds, a felony, in 
violation of Idaho Code § 18-3106(a), and nine counts of issuing an insufficient funds 
check $250.00 or over, a felony, in violation of Idaho Code § 18-3106(b). (R., pp.11–
21.)  
 On December 22, 2014, the State and Mr. Slaymaker entered into a plea 
agreement. (R., p.22.) Mr. Slaymaker agreed to plead guilty to six counts, including “at 
least 1 count of Grand Theft and the other 5 counts must include conduct in more than 
one county.” (R., p.22; Entry of Guilty Plea Hr’g Tr., p.4, Ls.2–9.) The State agreed to 
dismiss the remaining charges. (R., p.22.) The State would have an open 
recommendation for sentencing, and any fine would be at the discretion of the court. 
(R., p.22; Entry of Guilty Plea Hr’g Tr., p.4, Ls.10–13.) In accordance with the plea 
agreement, Mr. Slaymaker pled guilty to one count of grand theft and five counts of 
issuing an insufficient funds check of $250.00 or over. (R., p.95; Entry of Guilty Plea 
Hr’g Tr., p.10, L.7–p.14, L.6.) On February 24, 2015, the district court issued an 
amended order dismissing the remaining counts.1 (R., p.162.)  
 The district court held a sentencing hearing on February 19, 2015. (R., p.143.) 
Two victims gave victim impact statements. (Sentencing Hr’g Tr., p.12, L.22–p.17, 
L.17.) Mr. Slaymaker also addressed the district court. (Sentencing Hr’g Tr., p.31, L.4–
p.33, L.19.) Following a brief recess,2 the district court sentenced Mr. Slaymaker to 
                                            
1 The district court initially issued an order of dismissal on February 5, 2015, but this 
order did not dismiss all necessary counts. (R., p.137.) 
2 The district court took a recess to review an addendum to the Presentence 
Investigation Report, which Mr. Slaymaker objected to as untimely and “based on very 
questionable information.” (Sentencing Hr’g Tr., p.7, L.6–p.9, L.24.) After its review, the 
district court informed the parties, “I am giving it essentially no weight at this point” and 
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fourteen years, with four years fixed, for grand theft. (Sentencing Hr’g Tr., p.35, L.3–
p.36, L.5, p.48, Ls.21–23.) For three of the five counts of the issuance of insufficient 
funds checks, the district court sentenced Mr. Slaymaker to three years, with zero years 
fixed, to be served concurrently with each other, but consecutive to the sentence for 
grand theft. (Sentencing Hr’g Tr., p.48, L.24–p.49, L.3.) For the remaining two counts of 
the issuance of insufficient funds checks, the district court sentenced Mr. Slaymaker to 
three years, with zero years fixed, to be served concurrently with each other, but 
consecutive to the sentences for grand theft and the other three counts for the issuance 
of insufficient funds checks. (Sentencing Hr’g Tr., p.49, Ls.4–8.) In addition, the district 
court ordered $140,784.76 in restitution. (Sentencing Hr’g Tr., p.22, Ls.14–20, p.48, 
Ls.16–20, p.49, Ls.9–10.) On February 23, 2015, the district court entered a judgment 
of conviction. (R., p.152–60.)  




Did the district court abuse its discretion when it imposed an aggregate unified sentence 
of twenty years, with four years fixed, upon Mr. Slaymaker, following his guilty plea to 
grand theft and five counts of issuance of insufficient funds checks? 
 
                                                                                                                                            
“that incident occurring a week ago really does nothing to in any way affect my 





The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Imposed An Aggregate Unified 
Sentence Of Twenty Years, With Four Years Fixed, Upon Mr. Slaymaker, Following His 
Guilty Plea To Grand Theft And Five Counts of Issuance Of Insufficient Funds Checks 
 
“It is well-established that ‘[w]here a sentence is within statutory limits, an 
appellant has the burden of showing a clear abuse of discretion on the part of the court 
imposing the sentence.’” State v. Pierce, 150 Idaho 1, 5 (2010) (quoting State v. 
Jackson, 130 Idaho 293, 294 (1997) (alteration in original)). Here, Mr. Slaymaker’s 
sentences do not exceed the statutory maximums. See I.C. §§ 18-2408(2)(a), -3106(b). 
Accordingly, to show that the sentence imposed was unreasonable, Mr. Slaymaker 
“must show that the sentence, in light of the governing criteria, is excessive under any 
reasonable view of the facts.” State v. Strand, 137 Idaho 457, 460 (2002).  
“‘Reasonableness’ of a sentence implies that a term of confinement should be 
tailored to the purpose for which the sentence is imposed.” State v. Adamcik, 152 Idaho 
445, 483 (2012) (quoting State v. Stevens, 146 Idaho 139, 148 (2008)).  
In examining the reasonableness of a sentence, the Court conducts an 
independent review of the entire record available to the trial court at 
sentencing, focusing on the objectives of criminal punishment: (1) 
protection of society; (2) deterrence of the individual and the public; (3) 
possibility of rehabilitation; and (4) punishment or retribution for 
wrongdoing. 
 
Stevens, 146 Idaho at 148. “A sentence is reasonable if it appears necessary to 
accomplish the primary objective of protecting society and to achieve any or all of the 
related goals of deterrence, rehabilitation, or retribution.” State v. Delling, 152 Idaho 
122, 132 (2011). 
Mr. Slaymaker asserts that the district court abused its discretion by imposing an 
excessive sentence under any reasonable view of the facts. Specifically, he contends 
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that the district court should have sentenced him to a lesser term of imprisonment in 
light of the mitigating factors, including his substance abuse and mental health issues, 
willingness to pay restitution, family support, and acceptance of responsibility and 
remorse. 
Mr. Slaymaker’s substance abuse issues and his need for treatment are strong 
factors in mitigation. A sentencing court should give “proper consideration of the 
defendant’s [substance abuse] problem, the part it played in causing defendant to 
commit the crime and the suggested alternatives for treating the problem.” State v. Nice, 
103 Idaho 89, 91 (1982). The impact of substance abuse on the defendant’s criminal 
conduct is “a proper consideration in mitigation of punishment upon sentencing.” 
State v. Osborn, 102 Idaho 405, 414 n.5 (1981). In this case, Mr. Slaymaker was using 
methamphetamine every day during the time of his criminal activity. (Presentence 
Investigation Report (“PSI”),3 pp.21, 27.) After he was charged with the offenses, he 
continued to use methamphetamine to “self-medicate.” (PSI, p.21.) He explained that 
“each time I went to jail, things continued to snowball.” (PSI, p.21.) The GAIN-I 
Recommendation and Referral Summary (“GRRS”) found that Mr. Slaymaker’s 
symptoms met the criteria for amphetamine dependence. (PSI, p.39.) The GRRS also 
found that Mr. Slaymaker met the lifetime criteria for substance dependence and 
recommended Level 1 outpatient treatment. (PSI, pp.39, 47–48.) Despite his struggles 
with substance abuse, Mr. Slaymaker reported during the presentence investigation that 
he had been clean for over five months. (PSI, p.21.) He recognized that “his drug use, 
his depression, anxiety, impulsivity and ADHD, and ‘covering up my past mistakes’” 
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contributed to his criminal behavior. (PSI, p.23.) He informed the presentence 
investigator that he wanted to “stick to his sobriety,” “take his medication,” and focus “on 
goals and what is important to him.” (PSI, 23.) Mr. Slaymaker submits that his 
substance abuse issues, need for treatment, and commitment to recovery support a 
lesser sentence.  
Mr. Slaymaker’s substance abuse issues are compounded by his diagnoses of 
anxiety and major depression. (PSI, pp.25, 36.) He takes Ambien, Xanax, and Zoloft, 
prescribed by his family doctor. (PSI, pp.25, 36.) In addition, Mr. Slaymaker’s father died 
in 2008. (PSI, p.14.) He reported that his father was his “best friend.” (PSI, p.14.) His 
ex-wife believed that Mr. Slaymaker “has been so lost due to this devastating loss.” 
(PSI, p.112.) His aunt had similar comments regarding the effect of the death of 
Mr. Slaymaker’s father. She wrote, “Randy has been lost without his father.” (PSI, 
p.117.) Likewise, Mr. Slaymaker’s mother explained:  “Randy’s life really spiraled out of 
control for a while” due to his father’s death. (PSI, p.31.) Mr. Slaymaker contends that 
his mental health issues and the instability in his life since his father’s death are 
mitigating factors. 
Also in favor of mitigation, Mr. Slaymaker has expressed remorse for his crime 
and accepted responsibility for his actions. Acceptance of responsibility, remorse, and 
regret are all factors in favor of mitigation. State v. Shideler, 103 Idaho 593, 595 (1982). 
Here, Mr. Slaymaker stated at sentencing:  
Your Honor, . . . there’s no making what I did -- there's no excuse 
for what I have done. However, I did not by any means, mean to harm 
anybody with . . . my addiction and basically trying to cover up my tracks. . 
                                                                                                                                            
3 Citations to the PSI refer to the 119-page electronic document titled “Supreme Court 
No. 43149 Randy N. Slaymaker Confidential Exhibits.”  
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. . I have already started writing apology letters to each one of them, 
explaining myself, asking if there’s anything further other than just the 
restitution, I could do, to make it right by them.   
. . . .  
I have five wonderful kids, and it kills me that I might be taken away 
from them. I can only imagine how my victims felt when they had to work 
harder, stay away from their kids. 
. . . .  
[T]he two victims that came up here and told their story, I mean, I’m 
not going to argue that, but . . . I would like to tell you guys I’m sorry. 
Wasn’t intentional. I promise you. 
. . . .   
I just want the courts to know that I am truly sorry, and I plan to get 
out there and pay everything back that I possibly can.  
 
(Sentencing Hr’g Tr., p.31, L.4–p.33. L.14.) He also wrote an in-depth letter to the 
district court. (PSI, pp.105–06.) He stated in part: 
After I failed court compliance by relapsing since then I’ve been clean for 
five months by working them classes, blessing in prayer, slowly getting 
back into the church my plan and goals for the future are to live a drug-
free crime free life so I can be a[n] asset to society rather than a debt. . . . I 
know what I did was wrong I know that I hurt [a] lot of people financially 
and emotionally and I’m sorry for that and I am 110% ready to make good 
on all that I have done. I’ve already started letters to each one of them 
apologizing for what I've done asking for forgiveness and asking if there’s 
anything more I can do to make right on their situations I put them in[.] 
 
(PSI, pp.105–06.) Mr. Slaymaker contends that his acceptance of responsibility for the 
crime and expressions of remorse and regret stand in favor of mitigation. 
Further, Mr. Slaymaker has shown a willingness to pay restitution. In favor of 
avoiding a sentence of imprisonment, the sentencing court must give weight to the fact 
that “[t]he defendant has compensated or will compensate the victim of his criminal 
conduct for the damage or injury that was sustained.” I.C. § 19-2521(2)(f). In 
Mr. Slaymaker’s letter to the district court, he wrote that he planned to sell some assets 
to pay back the victims. (PSI, p.105.) He stated that he set a goal to “pay back my 
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restitution and be a crime free member of society.” (PSI, p.106.) Similarly, he explained 
at sentencing: 
I, however, when I knew my, figured out my main problem, which was my 
addiction to methamphetamines, I started to think, started to sell some of 
my personal property. I worked here and there.  I -- today I have -- it ain’t 
going to sound much compared to what the restitution is now -- but I have 
$5,000 today for my restitution. 
 
(Sentencing Hr’g Tr., p.32, Ls.10–17.) He informed the district court that he planned to 
“pay everything back that I possibly can.” (Sentencing Hr’g Tr., p.33, L.14.) 
Mr. Slaymaker’s willingness to compensate the victims of his criminal conduct supports 
a lesser sentence.  
 Another factor in mitigation is the fact that Mr. Slaymaker’s family depends on 
him for support. Mr. Slaymaker is married and has two step-daughters through that 
marriage. (PSI, p.16.) He and his wife also have a one-year-old girl. (PSI, p.16.) In 
addition, he has two children from previous relationships. (PSI, p.16.) Mr. Slaymaker 
reported that he would like to legally adopt his two step-daughters. (PSI, p.16.) He also 
reported that his family and children are important to him. (PSI, p.23.) His family 
members provided similar comments of Mr. Slaymaker’s role in the family. 
Mr. Slaymaker’s mother wrote, “Randy loved all his children and takes Fatherhood very 
seriously.” (PSI, p.31.) She also stated, “Please don’t take him away from . . . Children 
and Wife who counts on him.” (PSI, p.34.) Mr. Slaymaker’s aunt explained that his 
family needs him. (PSI, p.117.) Additionally, Mr. Slaymaker’s wife informed the district 
court: “We can[’]t lose a huge part of our family member we need him, our little girls 
need him as well as his boys.” (PSI, p.115.) His ten-year-old step-daughter also wrote a 
letter to the district court. She stated in part:  
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Randy Slaymaker is my dad. I love him very much. He[’]s the best dad in 
the world. He takes care of me and my sisters and my mom very much. 
Please don[’]t send him away[.] [H]e is very special to me and I would 
miss him a lot. I want him here for my birthdays and for my sisters and 
holidays . . . . He makes me smile and very happy. 
 
(PSI, p.116.) Moreover, Mr. Slaymaker’s ex-wife, with whom he has a teenage son, 
wrote the following:  
His mother, wife, and children are certainly not deserving of what they 
have been through. I believe that an extended prison term will serve as a 
tremendous hardship for his wife, who will bear the responsibility of trying 
to repay the costs of the court case and restitution, and also trying to 
support a family on her own . . . . Because of the significant difficulties that 
will be faced by his family, who themselves were blameless in this crime, I 
would ask for you, the judge, to grant Randy a sentence of probation or at 
least the lowest possible sentence . . . . Mr. Slaymaker is a good father 
and all of his children need him to be a part of their lives. I believe that all 
of Randy’s children will be tremendously adversely affected if he is 
required to go to prison. 
 
(PSI, pp.16, 111.) As indicated by the letters from his family members, Mr. Slaymaker’s 
wife and children rely on him for support. He contends that his responsibilities to his 
family support a lesser sentence.  
Finally, the support and good character letters from Mr. Slaymaker’s family and 
friends stand in favor of mitigation. Shideler, 103 Idaho at 594–95 (family support and 
good character as mitigation); see State v. Ball, 149 Idaho 658, 663–64 (Ct. App. 2010) 
(district court considered family and friend support as mitigating circumstance). Here, 
Mr. Slaymaker received letters of support from his mother, sister, ex-wife, current wife, 
step-daughter, aunt, family friends, and business colleague. His mother wrote that 
Mr. Slaymaker was a good son, father, and friend. (PSI, pp.30–34.) His sister stated 
that Mr. Slaymaker “has been a positive figure in my life and “always been the person I 
could call on for help.” (PSI, p.108.) She also provided, “He has came [sic] to my rescue 
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when I needed him most . . . . Randy has assumed the role of father figure for our 
family.” (PSI, p.108.) His ex-wife provided a detailed letter documenting his good 
character to the district court. She wrote: 
The charges against him at once strikes [sic] me as a completely 
uncharacteristic aberration, and one which I believe that he sincerely and 
completely regrets. Randy called me when he was arrested for the 
charges and he has had my support ever since he admitted his error and 
continually showed remorse for the offending. He completely regrets the 
offence he has committed and is intent on taking responsibility for his 
actions. I believe he is truly despondent regarding what he has put his 
family through. 
 
(PSI, p.111.) She described Mr. Slaymaker as “a good man, one of integrity and 
honesty.” (PSI, p.111.) She was “confident” that he would not re-offend and instead 
would become a valuable member of society. (PSI, p.111.) His wife wrote that 
Mr. Slaymaker was “honest” and “the most hard working man I have ever known.” (PSI, 
p.115.) She informed the district court that she would support him “in whatever way we 
can.” (PSI, p.115.) His aunt also described his good character and her “complete[ ] 
trust” of him. (PSI, p.117). She stated, “He has always had a kind heart and has a 
strong ability to be empathetic and compassionate towards others. If anyone has 
trouble, he is the first one to offer assistance.” (PSI, p.117.) His family friends provided a 
character reference as well, stating: 
Randy has shown himself to be an honest, hard-working, and a 
personable individual.  He is always encouraging, kind hearted and it is 
easy for him to be ready to lend a helping hand to those in need. Randy is 
an exemplary human being with a outstanding personality, and has a 
considerate spirit necessary to succeed.  
 
(PSI, p.118.) Similarly, another friend explained that he “is a good man a good friend 
and he would do anything in his power even if it means him going without to help 
whoever he can.” (PSI, p.109.) His friend also stated, “He has his struggles[,] we all 
11 
do[,] but he is a good man deep down through and through no matter who is 
watching . . . . he’s literally saved my life.” (PSI, p.109.) Finally, a business colleague 
that purchased hay from Mr. Slaymaker wrote that he “never had a problem what so 
ever with getting paid from Randy.” (PSI, p.110.) He stated, “We have refered [sic] him 
to other farms in the area and I personally know that he has been upfront, honest, and 
always given us the best price.” (PSI, p.110.) Mr. Slaymaker submits that these multiple 




Mr. Slaymaker respectfully requests that this Court reduce his sentence as it 
deems appropriate. Alternatively, he requests that his case be remanded to the district 
court for a new sentencing hearing. 
 DATED this 29th day of September, 2015. 
 
      ___________/s/______________ 
      JENNY C. SWINFORD 
      Deputy State Appellate Public Defender 
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